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Federal Government/Agencies 
US Department of the Interior 
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U.S. Department of the Interior (30 May 2014) 
 
No response required. 
 
  



UPPER OHIO NAVIGATION STUDY, PENNSYLVANIA 

Final Feasibility Report 

  
Review Comment Appendix    Page 3 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2 June 2014) 
Response to Comments: 
 
Purpose and Need 
A number of the assumptions used and data inputs used in estimating waterway traffic 
demand forecasts have changed in the five years since the feasibility report analysis was 
conducted.  Another look at waterway projections was taken to see if the reliability of these 
forecasts had been compromised.  It was determined that while the operating environment for 
coal has changed significantly, the traffic projections produced performed well, allowing the 
team to remain confident in the economic analysis.  Key to this is recognizing the important 
distinction between projected waterway traffic demands and projected waterway traffic.  
Demands represent potential traffic and are an input to the system model, while traffic is an 
output and system performance metric. 

Forecast waterway demands are key inputs to the economic system model (the Navigation 
Investment Model, or NIM).  This model runs waterway demands through an Ohio River 
System defined not just by the number of locks and length of waterway reaches, but also by 
the performance of the locks – their availability for service, and the cost of waterway 
transportation resources (equipment and fuel).  To the extent that traffic levels increase 
(congestion occurs) and/or locks are closed, delays occur and the price of waterway transit 
increases.  As waterway transportation costs increase, the willingness-to-pay for barge 
transportation for some tonnages is exceeded.  As a result traffic demands are not fully 
accommodated. 

So while issues surrounding the use of coal greatly influence waterway demand forecasts, the 
ultimate test is examining how projected waterway traffic (as opposed to traffic demand 
forecasts) compares with actual traffic, remembering that actual traffic faces much the same 
lock performance as the Without-Project Condition.  Actual traffic relative to NIM-projected 
waterway traffic and to projected waterway traffic demands at Emsworth L/D is shown in the 
graph and table below.  Demands are greater than projected traffic, as they should be.  Actual 
traffic is overcoming the effects of the lengthy recession and appears to be tracking well with 
projected waterway traffic at Emsworth in a Without-Project navigation system. 
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That coal has been buffeted by stricter emission regulation and the advent of competitively 
priced natural gas (as a result of the exploitation of vast shale gas reserves) is indisputable.  
Waterway demand forecasts made subsequent to the feasibility report have captured the initial 
effect on the electric utility sector that indicates greater challenge to the coal industry.  An 
early investigation into the ramifications of cheaper natural gas and the development of shale 
gas suggested some additional traffic associated with drilling, possibly as a result of new gas 
processing construction, and additional activity in manufacturing sectors that rely heavily on 
natural gas, like steel and glass manufacturers.  How this all plays out has yet to be revealed, 
but it is an upside of unknown magnitude.   

The table below shows that while electric utilities are a major user of the Upper Ohio, steel 
companies and others (most notably exporters and industrial users of coal) are nearly 
equivalent in importance.  These firms too were affected by the severe recession, and based 
upon planned reopening of once closed coking facilities at Monessen (Arcelor Mittal) and 
Neville Island (Shenango) and improved production at key mining firms (see Platts, Coal 
Trader, for 29 April 2014, which reports CONSOL increased production by 9.4% in the first 
quarter of 2014), a continued rebound in coal usage is likely. 

Year Historic Traffic*
Without Project 

Traffic Projections
Waterway Traffic 

Demand Projections

2000 22.3
2001 21.7
2002 23.7
2003 19.2
2004 18.8
2005 21.2
2006 21.4
2007 19.4
2008 21.3
2009 15.7
2010 15.3 22.6
2011 14.9 22.1
2012 16.5 19.9 21.5
2013 19.6 16.6 21.0
2014 16.5 20.4
2015 18.0 19.9
2020 22.3 24.5
2025 24.8 34.4
2030 18.5 22.0
2035 20.2 26.1
2040 23.8 31.0
2045 22.1 30.6
2050 20.7 29.1
2055 22.7 29.7
2060 23.1 29.7
2065 19.7 25.9

*Source: Lock Performance Monitoring System

EMSWORTH L&D - Projections vs. Historic Comparison
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Based upon the performance of waterway traffic projection performance, it is not necessary to 
develop updated forecasts in order to improve confidence in the With-Project 
recommendation.  It does, however, indicate that the Corps’ policy of completing economic 
updates after every three-year interval prior to a decision to construct is warranted and needs 
to include waterway demand forecasts that reflect the business and government climate at that 
time and expected to exist in the near future.  
It is true that the transportation rate data is five years older now than when the feasibility 
report was compiled.  This raises reasonable questions regarding possible changes in the 
relative cost structures of the modes, which would in turn affect rates savings.  Discussions 
with rate specialists in response to this comment lead the team to believe that the rate savings 
and relative cost position of the modes is unchanged and the results of the rate analysis 
reliable for estimating waterway benefits. 

Nothing in trade publications has suggested that there have been any changes in transportation 
technologies that would advantage one mode over another from a productive standpoint.  This 
suggests that the relative differences between rates are likely unchanged in any significant 
way.  This was confirmed by transportation experts from the University of Tennessee’s 
Center for Transportation Analysis (UT).  They indicated that if anything, there has been a 
slight increase in transportation cost differentials (transportation rate savings) as a result of 
improved towing fuel efficiency (barging tends to pass savings on to shippers) and an 
improved empty return ratio.  While the study team agrees that more current rates would be 
reassuring, updated rates would not change the team’s confidence in the with-project 
recommendation.  The Corps follows a process of periodic economic updates prior to a 
decision to construct that would include current transportation rates reflecting the market 
conditions at that time. 

Waste and Borrow Material 
The Draft Feasibility Study assumed for both cost estimating and environmental impact 
purposes that disposal of material would be at properly permitted, commercially available 
disposal facilities.  In so doing, it is acknowledged that there are opportunities for alternative 
uses or disposal of the materials that could reduce disposal costs and be environmentally 
beneficial.  The District has committed to a future evaluation of various alternatives for 
disposal/beneficial use of materials (Section 5.1.4.3).  This evaluation is best addressed at a 
time closer to construction start to consider options that may not be available at present, and 
to avoid a present commitment to an alternative that may not be available later should there be 
a deferred construction start due to funding limitations or other reasons.  Section 5.1.4.3 lists a 
few alternatives that may be considered, but leaves an opening for other uses/sites that may 
not be available at present.   

down upbound total down upbound total down upbound total
2003 -                   6,104,197       6,104,197         5,603,288       1,199,609       6,802,897         2,655,117       1,599,610       4,254,727         
2004 -                   5,847,532       5,847,532         5,303,326       924,974          6,228,300         1,575,130       2,036,858       3,611,988         
2005 76,381            6,676,435       6,752,816         8,154,763       1,175,579       9,330,342         1,890,181       1,253,107       3,143,288         
2006 -                   6,604,826       6,604,826         7,063,496       2,038,270       9,101,766         1,561,568       501,660          2,063,228         
2007 39,858            5,322,659       5,362,517         6,909,111       2,133,189       9,042,300         767,510          1,323,283       2,090,793         
2008 96,143            4,679,217       4,775,360         8,081,246       2,919,088       11,000,334      672,287          2,551,523       3,223,810         
2009 107,970          3,173,758       3,281,728         6,290,406       2,052,745       8,343,151         634,489          1,947,925       2,582,414         
2010 336,668          3,594,727       3,931,395         4,696,792       2,542,516       7,239,308         832,898          2,036,001       2,868,899         
2011 394,293          3,369,337       3,763,630         3,208,811       2,455,159       5,663,970         1,018,136       2,026,715       3,044,851         
2012 235,714          3,167,048       3,402,762         3,303,310       3,600,125       6,903,435         1,379,419       1,377,435       2,756,854         

coking coal utility coal all other
Year
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Concrete rubble typically cannot be reused in new construction, but may have potential for in-
river disposal as a cost-savings/habitat improvement measure.  The District has prior 
experience with this, having disposed of a volume of unreinforced concrete rubble from 
Monongahela Dam 2 in 2004 at a nearby in-river site.  

Detailed review of borrow material sites is also deferred to the future.  Deferral of disposal 
and borrow site selection anticipates the requirement for supplemental NEPA review to 
consider alternatives and environmental impacts in greater detail.   

Batch Plant and Laydown Areas 
The District prepares stormwater management plans after project authorization in the detailed 
design and construction permit phase.  Planning will involve additional Phase II hazardous, 
toxic, and radiological waste studies to satisfy All Appropriate Inquiry requirements (see 
Main Report Section 3.3.3.5) prior to acquisition and permitting. 

Flow/Floods/Climate Change 
A discussion of climate change has been added to the final document (Section 3.3.1.4).  
Analysis of potential impacts from storm damage and flood events on construction is typically 
taken into consideration in the design of the work areas and coffering systems.  Analysis is 
based on all available historic and recent flow data.  Any forthcoming agency guidance on 
climate change design adaptations will be addressed in the detailed design phase.  

Threatened and Endangered Species 
We requested an update on federally threatened and endangered species from the USFWS 
Pennsylvania Field Office for notice in the Final EIS.  Updates in advance of construction will 
be requested. 

Invasive Species 
In compliance with E.O. 13112, the District considered invasive species in project planning.  
To minimize spread of invasive species in construction, the District’s construction contracts 
require washing of equipment being brought on site.  The “wildlife habitat herbaceous mix” 
proposed for work area reseeding was intended to convey a native species mix.  The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement specifically mentions “native species” in the description. 

The fish passage strategies study recognized that improving upstream passage for targeted 
native species would likely also improve passage conditions for undesired invasive species.  
The upriver spread of Asian carp towards Pennsylvania is a present concern for the 
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, as well as states lower on the Ohio River.  During 
the study, the District hosted and participated in the January 2012 Ohio River Asian Carp 
Forum, and also consulted with the Pennsylvania Invasive Species Council on issues of 
concern associated with any future actions to improve native fish passage.  The District’s 
commitment to consider navigation lock design modifications to improve fish passage as an 
environmentally sustainable design measure was made with the goal of improving passage for 
targeted native species.  However, the concerns of federal and state natural resource agencies 
with invasive species relative to future fish passage studies will continue to be addressed 
through consultation.   In consideration of these actions, the District has determined that the 
recommended plan would not cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species.   
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Best Management Practices 
The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been supplemented with a listing and 
description of best management practices and the general requirements of contractor-prepared 
Environmental Protection Plans.  These supplements may be found in Section 4.6.9.2.2 
“Water Quality” relative to in-river impacts, and in Section 4.6.9.3.3 Water Quality relative to 
upland impacts.    

Biological Studies 
The need for any future sampling will be determined through consideration of available 
updated information on the affected areas and through agency consultation.  Updating the 
project area status of endangered and threatened species is anticipated.  Survey for native 
mussels in the construction areas is also anticipated. 

Mussels 
The 2009 mussel survey, reported in the Environmental Appendix, was a screening-level 
effort that gave a qualitative look at the present status of mussels in the overall project area.  
High potential sites were scoped and surveyed without a particular focus on the immediate 
construction areas.  No mussel beds or concentrations were found anywhere in the project 
area, and no federally threatened or endangered species.  The DEIS commits to consultation 
with resource agencies in advance of construction for the need of additional surveys.  This 
consultation would consider the age of the previous survey and any other available 
information. 

Wetlands 
The comment references treatment of the wetland situated in the Montgomery secondary 
work area.  The recommended plan anticipates use of only the Montgomery Primary 
Laydown Area.  Should this change and use of the secondary area is reconsidered, the District 
will take the recommended precaution to avoid impacting the wetland area.   

Cumulative Impacts to Fish and Mussel Species 
This review comment concludes with “The proposed plan is inadequate as written as it does 
not address this long-standing cumulative impact to certain fish species and mussel species, 
and the USEPA recommends the project not proceed until suitable mitigation for fish passage 
be included in the proposed project plans.”  

The Upper Ohio Navigation Study addressed the long-standing cumulative impact to certain 
fish and mussel species by evaluating fish passage strategies in three primary ways based on 
the scope and extent of existing authorities:  (1) ecosystem restoration, (2) mitigation, and (3) 
environmentally sustainable design.   The Corps Ohio River Mainstem System Study Record 
of Decision (July 2011) specifically committed the Upper Ohio Study to evaluate, and if 
feasible construct “native fish passage strategies at each lock and dam….”  The District’s 
evaluation of fish passage strategies, assisted by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and Upper 
Ohio Interagency Working Group, is described in the Feasibility Study Main Report, Section 
4.6.9.8.  Various separable fish passage structures were considered (ladders, lifts, rock ramps, 
etc.) in addition to non-structural, assisted lockages.  Rock ramps were identified as the 
preferred alternative having the best benefit to cost ratio among the structural alternatives.  A 
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District engineering evaluation of the concept-level rock ramp designs subsequently 
determined these conceptual designs to be infeasible due to structural and hydraulic issues. 

Although separable fish passage structures were found infeasible, the District has committed 
to considering navigation lock design modifications to improve fish passage as an 
environmentally sustainable design measure.  The goal is to improve passage for targeted 
native species.  The attendant risk of improving passage for undesired invasive species is a 
significant concern of federal and state natural resource agencies.  These issues will continue 
to be addressed through consultation during the detailed design phase of the project. 

Restoration 
The purpose of the Corps ecosystem restoration activities is to restore significant ecosystem 
function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been degraded.  The following 
ecosystem restoration authorities were identified as potentially supporting fish passage 
strategies for the Upper Ohio Navigation Study (UONS):  Section 1135, Water Resources 
Development Act (WRDA) of 1986 (Project Modifications for Improvement of the 
Environment); and Section 101, WRDA 2000 (Ohio River Ecosystem Restoration).  The 
District concluded that Section 1135 was unable to support fish passage strategies because the 
costs of conceptual fish passage structures far exceed statutory limit, and because there was 
no forthcoming non-federal sponsor.  The District concluded that Section 101 was unable to 
support fish passage strategies because the Ohio River Ecosystem Restoration program has no 
appropriated funding.  Accordingly, fish passage strategies are not incorporated into the 
project recommendation as ecosystem restoration at this time.  

Mitigation  
Corps mitigation policy states that damages to all significant ecological resources, both 
terrestrial and aquatic, be avoided and minimized to the extent practicable, and that any 
remaining unavoidable damages be compensated to the extent possible.  Damages are defined 
in terms of differences in habitat values between future without-project and with-project 
conditions.  Mitigation must be cost effective and incrementally justified with other potential 
mitigation alternatives to ensure that the recommended project will not have more than 
negligible adverse impacts on ecological resources.  Additionally, the mitigation policy 
addresses future impacts of proposed projects, not historic or ongoing impacts of existing 
projects.  Since the UONS recommended plan is essentially an in-kind lock replacement at 
existing facilities, the future difference between without-project and with-project connectivity 
is de minimis.  Consequently, there are no connectivity impacts associated with the 
recommended plan that warrant mitigation. 

Environmentally Sustainable Design. 
The Corps Environmental Operating Principles instruct the agency to foster sustainability as a 
way of life and accept accountability under the law for its activities.  In view of the unabated 
continuation of the connectivity impediment without justifiable fish passage structures as 
mitigation or restoration, the District explored other potential options for pursuing fish 
passage strategies to satisfy the ORMSS commitment and Environmental Operating 
Principles. 

A literature investigation and consultation with Corps research experts led us to suggest that 
there is potential in exploring lock design modifications to increase their utility for targeted 
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native fish passage while not compromising their authorized commercial navigation purpose 
(see Technical Note:  Planning Guide for Fish Passage at Pittsburgh District Dams, David L. 
Smith and John M. Nestler, 2012, in Environmental Appendix, Fish Passage Study).  
Under the concept of “environmentally sustainable design,” the District may elect to pursue 
design modifications, but only to the extent that they do not increase project costs.  Focus of 
design modifications would likely be on filling and emptying systems and gate sill design, 
dependent upon targeted fish behavioral characteristics.  Under elective design modifications 
that would not increase project costs, any fish passage improvements would have to function 
within normal project operations.  No additional funds would be available for monitoring to 
evaluate effectiveness.   

The Corps’ ability to mitigate for historic connectivity impacts utilizing its existing 
restoration and mitigation authorities is limited.  While the District’s commitment to consider 
environmentally sustainable lock design modification carries with it no requirement for or 
certainty of implementation, the District is committed to implementing environmentally 
sustainable design to the extent possible. 

It is our intent with any consideration of design modifications in the locks’ detailed design 
phase to involve the USFWS and Pennsylvania resource agencies to the extent they are able to 
participate.  The Nature Conservancy has also expressed an interest in consulting on fish 
passage initiatives.  Whether design modifications are considered and pursued will be 
tempered by any future agency initiatives and authorities for deterring range expansion of 
Asian carp or other invasive species up the Ohio River.   

Environmental Justice 
The Environmental Justice assessment has been completely redone to address this comment.  
The revised assessment is included part of the Environmental Appendix, and is summarized 
as revised text in the Main Report.  Updated information from the 2010 census, appropriate 
benchmarks, updated maps are presented.   

The redone assessment concludes that community characteristics have been identified and 
analyzed in conformance with EO 12898 and its relevant federal implementation guidance.  
Four of the communities within one mile of the navigation facilities were characterized as EJ 
communities under one or both of the EJ criteria (minority, low-income).  We determined that 
project impacts to these EJ community populations would not be significant, nor 
disproportionately high and/or adverse on human health or the environment. 

Air Quality 
The District conducted a Clean Air Act Conformity Applicability Evaluation that documents 
the anticipated total of direct and indirect emissions to be below the emissions levels requiring 
a conformity determination.  The Final Environmental Impact Statement includes a discussion 
of this Conformity Applicability Evaluation and include the evaluation report in the 
Environmental Appendix. 
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State Government/Agencies 
Pennsylvania Dept. of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air Quality 
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Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air Quality 
(23 May 2014) 
Response to Comments: 
 
In order to comply with section 176 of the Clean Air Act and to demonstrate de minimis 
thresholds under 40 C.F.R. §93.150(b), the Pittsburgh District completed emission 
calculations for relevant criteria pollutants in a report titled "Upper Ohio Navigation Study, 
Pennsylvania, Clean Air Act Conformity Applicability Evaluation".  This report is included in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement Environmental Appendix. 

The emissions were calculated using best available data for construction activities as well as 
the operation of central mix concrete batch plants using established USEPA methods and data 
on type of construction equipment, annual concrete production, and annual hours of operation.  
This evaluation demonstrated that the federal action does not exceed the emission levels in 40 
CFR 93.153 (b). 
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Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
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Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (14 May 2014) 
Response to Comments: 
 
The District incorporated the updated Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Index information into 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement.  We understand that this data is valid for a two-
year period and will have to be revisited in advance of construction.   
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Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission 
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Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (27 May 2014) 
Response to Comments: 
 
The Commission suggests foreshore dikes rather than work in the Montgomery Slough as 
more appropriate to in-kind replacement of riverine habitat impacted by lock construction.  
The District investigated foreshore dikes and determined they were not a cost-effective option 
for addressing the project’s aquatic impact.  The recommended project includes future 
consideration of in-river disposal of suitable demolition material for aquatic habitat 
improvement.  This consideration is a project environmental commitment to evaluate options 
to the planned upland commercial landfill disposal.  The District has prior experience with in-
river disposal of suitable concrete rubble from Monongahela Dam 2 demolition in 2004 as an 
aquatic habitat improvement measure.  The appropriate time to evaluate these beneficial 
disposal options would be in the post-authorization detailed design phase.   

The Commission recommends that “assisted fish lockages” be incorporated into the operation 
schedule of the proposed locks.  Our prior experience with assisted fish lockages has targeted 
our lower use navigation facilities on the Allegheny and Monongahela rivers rather than high 
use facilities like on the Ohio River.  We are willing to discuss this more specifically with the 
Commission to clarify goals for improving native passage and impeding invasive passage, and 
to determine the level of effort involved.   

The Commission agrees with use of in-river disposal sites for habitat improvement, provided 
the material is suitable and the proposed action complies with all federal and Commonwealth 
regulations.  The report describes in-river disposal as one potential environmentally beneficial 
alternative to upland commercial landfill disposal as to be investigated in the future.  The 
District appreciates the Commission’s expression of support for in-river disposal of suitable 
materials.  The appropriate time for further discussion of this option will be closer to project 
construction than at present. 

The Commission provided updated information on the Commonwealth’s threatened or 
endangered species status of formerly listed species.  This updated information is incorporated 
into the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
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Organizations/Individuals 
The Nature Conservancy 
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The Nature Conservancy (2 June 2014) 
Response to Comments: 
 
We acknowledge the TNC’s recommendations, and welcome their interest in participating in 
future lock chamber design discussions.   

Regarding use of rock ramps to orient sturgeon movements and the wording cited on page 
4-147 (“significant additional costs without any increase to benefits to connectivity”), the 
point intended was that there would be a further increase in construction costs without a 
proportionate increase in the rock ramps’ connectivity benefits.  Stated another way, the 
connectivity benefits assigned to a rock ramp would remain unchanged, while the concept-
level construction costs would need to increase to fully address engineering issues.  Another 
important factor to consider should a structural fish passage design be pursued in the future is 
the offset of benefits to native species passage by undesired invasive passage through a 
structure.   

The recommendation to use demolition rubble to construct point bars is something we will 
consider with other disposal options closer to construction.  We will look to the USFWS, 
Pennsylvania resource agencies, and the TNC for input on this and other aquatic habitat 
improvement options using disposal materials.  

A correction regarding the comment on the proposed Montgomery Slough mitigation site is 
needed.  Our proposed mitigation for aquatic impacts from lock construction does not include 
any land acquisition.  Fish habitat improvement in the embayment will be performed without 
any land requirement.  Our initial ecosystem restoration plan and mitigation plan at 
Montgomery Slough had included a land acquisition and riparian native vegetation restoration 
component, but these land-based activities were later dropped from the recommended 
mitigation plan.  
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Port of Pittsburgh Commission 
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Campbell Transportation Company, Inc. 
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Murray American Transportation, Inc. 
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Combined response to Port of Pittsburgh Commission (3 June 2014), Campbell 
Transportation, Inc. (5 June 2014), and Murray American Transportation, Inc. (8 June 
2014): 
 
The Feasibility Study supports the view that the EDM locks are not structurally reliable and 
that expeditious replacement is needed.  The Recommended Plan (Lock Modernization 
Plan 7) would dramatically increase the assurance that 110’ x 600’ locks will be operating at 
all three facilities at all times.  These new reliable locks would support economic expansion 
related to energy development and other uses.  In fact, the Study documents that the only way 
to avoid major impacts to navigation is through construction of a new main lock chamber 
riverward of the existing land chambers, which would remain operational during construction.   

Replacement of main (land) chamber lock walls at all three facilities is economically justified 
at the beginning of the planning period (2019).  Support for the Recommended Plan 
anticipates Congressional authorization, but the timing of construction is dependent upon 
provision of funds through subsequent Congressional appropriations.  Following 
authorization, the Pittsburgh District will prepare budget requests that support efficient 
construction of the authorized plan. 

Traffic forecasts used for the study rely on commodities with a proven track record and that 
are supported by Department of Energy projections of energy use.  However, traffic forecasts 
are updated after project authorization, and new traffic trends will be accounted for, including 
any new commodity movements related to Marcellus shale and LNG.  Any adjustments to 
accepted National Economic Development criteria are beyond the scope of this study.   

The study’s Federal objective is to maximize contributions to nation’s economy.  Justifiable 
lock capacity at EDM is not necessarily linked to past investments in the Ohio River system 
which resulted in 1200’ chambers, or constrained to retaining the historically smaller EDM 
lock sizes.  Benefits of alternative lock sizes are evaluated based on future traffic forecasts 
and costs, not on past trends.   

Carrier and shipper confidence in the reliability of old main chambers retained as auxiliary 
chambers in a Reactive Maintenance mode is questioned.  Construction of new river 
chambers will drastically reduce the need for industry to use the old main chambers, which 
would be used as auxiliaries.  Proactive maintenance of these old chambers alongside the new 
main river chamber was evaluated but was not economically justifiable.  Under a Reactive 
Maintenance strategy, the District will maintain the existing main chambers as auxiliaries to 
the best of its ability with a goal to keeping them open with minimal disruptions.  Future 
actions taken to replace components after failure events would be subject to conditions at the 
time, giving consideration to operations and maintenance priorities and impacts to existing 
and foreseeable traffic.   
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